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it should be noted lha? the Fedeml Circuit has clarified certain niies of claim 
inierprei.at.(on by finding that reliance on the specification "is aiv^-ays relevant to the claim 
constTLsction anai> sis. Usually it is dispositive; ii is the singie best guide to the mcanirig of a 
disputed term." Phillips v. AWH Corp., 415F.3d 130.5, 1315 (Fed. Cir. 2005). The Court fUrther 
stated t=iat '"[pii-aperly viewed, the 'ordinary meaning' of a claim term is its ineanina to the 
ordinary &x\h:m after reading the entire paierit;' Phillips, 415 F.3d at 1321. 

The specification of the present application clearly recites mat ''code iragments"' as 
recired io the eiainis '\io riot contain uniforni resource locators (U'llLs).''' The citation of Ullnian 
as teaching ihe claimed ^''code fragments'' is clearly iniproptr, as applicant igpecificalh 
distinguished its claimed code fragments from tlie URLs of Uiinian, The UP.Us of Ul imsn 
require ihe remoic retrieval of web pages and do .not provide for "local! y modifving the 
documer-? in,..anj^2ccki?jvejv.^ based or. the interpreted instruction,'" as recited in 

amended independent claim I. 

In addition, the combination of England with I'llman does not cure Ullnian' s 
shortcomings, a preliminary matter, the motivation for the coinbmation suggested in ihe 
Office Action is inadequate. With respect to the §103 rejections recited in the Ofnce Action, 
there are a number of evaluations required under Section 103. In considering motivation hi the 
obv]Oi55;n.ess analysis, the general problem that conironted the inventor before the invention Vv-as 
made .should be examined. In re Kahu 441 p. 3d 977, 988 (Fed. Cir. 2006b 

Thus, in analyzing the prior art under Section 103 of the Act, li^ie problem confronted by 
the present irsventor must be clear])' comprehended and that must be conr-pared or contrasted, as 
the case iTiay be, with the problems addressed m the prior art. Pursuing further die "problenr' 
analyses required ursder die "motivation-suggestion- teael-ii.g'' test for obviousness under Section 
H}3 of die U.S. Patent .^.ct, the applicability of any reterence against ihe claims of a pending IbS. 
patent appbcabon requires compliance with In re Kahu where it is stated that: 
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"ihoretcre, the 'motivation--suggesuon"tefiching' test asks not 
mert'ly whal. the references disclose, but whether a person of ordiiiAiry skill 
in the m, possessed with the uiiderstandings and knowledge refiected in 
l^e "iK>. at are -iiot^-^ . .tee t'le _^ei^. { ^--^h^ir. j.i'tJio Th.._^u3i{>^L:, 
would have been led to make the con^bination recned in the claiiTis/' 
[emphasis added] 

Id One probiem solved in the present application by the code fragirients is that thes- 
provide an exclusively client-side interaciive feature in rnodiiying local documerU-S stored or- ths 
ciient conipuier. in comrasl to prior an mteractivity that required users to inierael dh^ectly vviLh a 
remote ser.'cr. This problem is not contemplated by tlie combli?.ation of ulinian and I-ttgiand, as 
Ulinian is direcied to the ver^- prior an interactivity that tlie present application avoids, nafneiy 
ihe rise of TIRLs that require a user to remotely retrieve a web paye. As such, IJlhrjan does not 
contemplate modifying local docuTnents usir^g exclusively client-side interaciivity. Because 
there is no motivation siifikient to address the problems confronted by the present application, 
one skilled in ihe art would not be compelled to make the contbination of prior art references 
suggested in the Office Action, In fact, one skilled in tlie art worJd actually be directed away 
from the teachings of lUknan to solve thi,s very problem, as the present speeifseation repeatedly 
states that URLs are not i7{clnded in the code iraenvents of tlie present invention. 

Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that claim 1 is in condition for allowance, and it 
e,c-ncst(.v solicited that tl-e rejection of claim 1 be withdrawn. 

CklMs 2-5 md 21-23 

Claims 2-5 and 21-23 depend from claim 1 , Accordingly, it is respect ft. uiy submitied that 
eiainis 2-5 aisd 21-23 are lo: condition for ailovvance for the same reasot-s set forth above in 
distinguishing claim 1 over the cited prior an of record. Tiierefore, h is respeerfally requested 
thai the rejections of claims 2-5 and 21-23 be withdrawn. 

Claims 7 assd 8 

.Ajriended claim 7 makes clear that the en.hancement for the content of an audio and video 
broadcast incindo a code fragment for updating a screen display based upon an e xclasivel v local 
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inMiaction and interpretation of an inraniction of the code fragraent. For the reasons discussed 

above, Uilman does not teacli or suggest "locally niGdifyhig a docunient based an exclusively 
local interaction ofthe interpreted instraction" and "displaying moditled docuinem, on a screen 
display whicli is updated based upon the intsipreled instruction on a second display screen at tlie 
common time," Reconsideration is requested. 

Claim 9 

/isnenaed claim makes cle<jr inai the method ior providnw enlianced tclcMsitm 
hr.\'Kic.isun- incind'„-s "1oca[i> moditXjn- a docuraeut m an evclu>iVeK iocaLini?rac: >p based on 
the interpreted in-^inicUon' and "dispiayms 'nodiHcd .lucuincnt ---n ? .-^creen d-spla} v\liieh i? 
uvihK'l s-j?eJ np..n ihe intcrprett^d instruction on a second dLspla> scre.-n at lU- commvn tsme.'* 
For tne rt asons di-u;sNcd ab.%c, thj consbinab^ni ofl 'Hn?an and Frudand lad to t-ach or sag<:est 
■1<Kaily modifying a docimient in an e<ciu3ivt'l> local inleraciu-rj based or; the iniu-pr.-ts''d 
mstructAaV^ and ''d:snia>mi' inoJiiled dv^cuuKi^J un a 5CT(,cn disnla> ^Ahicl: i^ updjticd ba,sed 
U]KT> ihe nteipfsted mstiucth-^n on a second di^pk) suvui at the voinnion dme " 

Ae^ordinijiy, :t i? respecTiud) ■^ubn:^it^d that crhni 0 js in condition Toj alJ-^wance. and it 
ejinc'-tiv .-oliLilcc thjt ;ht; rejection i.:a';n be v-i:hdra\Nn 

Ckims 10-12 

^Icuo s iu 2 depend 'o'u t.on 9 \cso di ijh d iS snhn rje.i J ih-s i , \2 jie in 
n.. tion a 1 a 1 ^^ cv-t ioi tn. - me - i x>.t.^ ' ^^^e .<e. >.oe^.nori o^ . n.s lo . ' 
rt-spccituily requested, 

ClaiM 24 

Amended claim 24 makes clear that tiie enhanced broadcasting system includes a 
'Yx>m.puter contigured to receive a code fragme.rit and execute at least one instrucdon in the code 
iragrnent to locaily modify a document stored at the computer jn an. exclusively l ocal interaction 
based on ihe ai least one instruction" and ''a second display, connected lo the computer, having a 
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screen di5;piay Utat displays ihe documeni at a first time &nd displays a subsequent modification 
lo the docvmtnt based upon the computer's execution of the at kast one instruction in tJie code 
lTagrnei)i at a second time." For tl^e reasons discussed above, the combination of Ionian aiid 
EngiaiKi do not leach a ^'co^inputer co^iflgured to receive a code frag-rieni and execute at ieast one 
instructiofi in the code fragment to localb/ modify a document stored at liie computer in^m 
^lm}LShJi>M..mm&Slk>ii based on the at least on.e Instructiorf ' and ''a second display, 
connected to tlie computer, having a screen display ib^ai displays the document at a ilrst time and 
displays a subsequent, modification to the document based upon the coniput.er'.s e.xccuiion of the 
at least one instruction irs. the code fragnie-it at a second time.'' 

Accordingly, it is respectfldiy submitted tliat claim 24 is in condition for aiiowance, and 
it is eai-nestiy solicited that the rejection of ciai-n 24 be withd.r;.n.vn. 

Claims 26-29 

Claims .?.6-29 depend from claim 24. Accordingly, it is sr^bmitled that claims 26-29 are 
in condition for allowance for the same reason set ibrth above. Reconsidera-ion ol" claims 26-29 
is respectfblly requested. 

ReJedloRS «f clisims 4, 8 and 25 undar^S US.C\ § 103(a) 

Tlie Exainivier rejected claims 4, and 25 imder 35 U.S.C. § 10.3(a) over iniman. 
Specificady, the Exam.-ner tala\s officiai notice that "utilizing .JavaScript applets are notoriously 
\\e'i kncvNn u) tl^e art i uither. ihi. rxammet states that ''it would have been obvious to one of 
ord'nary >ki!' m -^e r.^, modils illman to utihze JavaScript to create more interactive and 
acsthcficall} pleading sv^b confent 

Clam-s L ^ and 25 are directvd to a code .aagmem being wxitten irs .lavaScript. 
.Accl: dint: lo tnc I xami-iei. a i Ri ss a codt, fragment. It is submitted that one of ordinary skill 
in tbc ait vN./uld 5)o5 vaite a I nL v-i ia^ascrpt. Even il one of ordina.ry skill in Uu- art modified 
LMm.U! lO ha\e J .>aScr5pt at m- sT. dio cvntonv would be written in .lava Script. In other words, 
the that ilst r\3minet asserts is a code fragmeni in Ullman. i.e., the {.IRI., VvOuld !\or be 
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uTittcn in JavaScripl. Therefore, even if IJliiimn \ver£ modified by one of ordinai-y skill in ihe ?m 
to include JfivaScript, Ullirsan s'dH would not teach a code fragment written in .favaScripi. 

in addition, claim.s 4 and g depend from ameiidecl indepeaderst chim ) while claim 25 
depends from amcxxdad claim 24. Accordingly, claims 4, 8, and 25 are In condiuon Ibr 
allowance for the reasons discussed above. Therefore, it is respecttldiy requested thai the 
rejections of ciaim.s 4. 8. i«id 25 be withdrawn. 

Rejeetkm ofc^aLm 3 iiader 35 tlSX', § 103(a) 

The Examiner rejected claim 3 urider 35 IJ.S.C, § 103(a) over IJllman in view of U.S. 
Paient No. 6,173 .317 lo Chaddha et ai. fChaddlia"). Claini 3 depends from ameruled 
independent claim I. Accordingly, claim 3 is in condition for allowance lor the reasons 
discussed above. Therefore, it is respectfuliy requested that the rejections of ciaims 4, 8, ana 25 
be withdi-awn. 

Rc-Jectbsi.s of cliMms !3-20 ssrjder35 ii.S.C, § 103(^5) 

The Examiner rejected olainss 13-2v.! miJer 3^ n I x ' ^..^^^K-^sei > Ir ^ n vievv- of 
U.S. Patent No. 6340,159 to Giangrante (''Giangran.t ' ( 1 i .i^ 1" 2'! d.i s t- t amerdod 
independent claim 1 , Accordingly, claims 1 3-20 are m r« i w i a 1 H^ ( e h-i rhc reai!<ms 
di.sciissed above. Therefore, it is respecdniiy j'eqi-estt i hat tne ocnvui < . c ,i-,\b. ixiid 25 
be wiihdrawTi, 

's e^p il \ vir>^i/te> at ^li •>} LN<a s er s oh c^'-vm ^ v. va.\ess'-ii > 
.r.Mr- t -"'Id *h< , 'he ,.v- Cdt.^.ri- i<.\\ ^ o.<.ei m a h s.\anv.e \ct,u^J n__T^ 'c>. v.^Cf'^* t.M <. 1 
me arp.i^ai] • - -^j ^varc^ . v < of l'^ . o irtco i-^h ^\\ <. ' 



14 



Serial No. 09/706.05 :> 



PATENT 
Docket No. 543.1 7-016800 



The Direotor is authorized lo charge any additional yt^tis) or any undeipayment of fee(s), 
or to credit any overpayments to Deposit Accoisrit Nismber 50-2638. Please assure that 
Attorney Docket Nuniber 543] "•■016800 is referred to when chfirging any paymenis or credits 
for this case. 
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